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The U. L Empi

FOREWORD

Job Satisfaction SCudy was under the general

dire- ion of Dr. Sandra A. Warden, an Amorican Council on Education adminis-

trative intern on leave from Michigan State Univers ty, who was attached to

the Office of President Corb lly as a visiting professor. When Dr. Warden

completed her one -ear appointment late i-

phase of

n May of 1974, the data -ollection

st dy still was in progress. This accivity was completed by

Survey Research Laboratory at the Urbana-Champaign Campus which had con-

tracted to carry out the mail and telephone survey phases of the study. The

present report has been prepared by che University Bureau of institutional

Research, a part of the University Office of Planning. Dr. Franklin L.

Duff, Associate Director of the Bureau, was responsible for the wri

this report.

G. J. Froehlich, Director
UBIR
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ABSTRACT

During the S ring of 1974048 employees at the University 976

at Urbana-Cha-pa gn, 490 atChicago Crc1e, and 582 at Medical Center --

were surveye_ by mail and phone to determine theIr degree of satisf.jctIon

with a number of job-related factors . Nine groups of employees (four

academic and five uonacademic ) were represented in the sample.

The results of the survey study indicated that there are differences,

both Univ wide and among the three campuses, in the way the University's

employees feel about their job -ituation. There also are distinctions

in job satisf ction between academic and nonacademic employees and within

each of these groups.

Th- Unive-sity's employees as a whole are well satisfied with the

following factors: the work itself; the co-workers; the feeling of being

liked, respected, and needed; the boss; the opportunity to use and improve

one's skills and training; the opportunity to control how the job is done;

the availability of needed supporting s rvices, supplies, and equipment;

and the job-related information received. The lowest level of satisfact _n

centers around the following factors: the opportunity for promotion

and professional advancement; the prospects for a comfortable retirement;

the earnings and prospects for financial secu ty; and the chances of

bringing about needed ch nges in one's unit.

iii



PROCEDURE

The University of Illinois Employees Job Satisfaction Study was

initiated in ea ly November of 1973 at the request of Pre ident Corbally.

Designed to survey the attitudes of University of,Illinois employees

toward their jobs, the study used a five-page questionnaire (see copy in

Appendix A) containing questions in the following areas:

(1) rating of a number of job-related factors compared to similar
jobs in the field and to other jobs in the department;

(2) rating of co-workers and the boss;

(3) rating of adequacy of information received regarding employment
at the University (retirement, insurance, fringe berefits, etc.);

(4) preference for working at the U. of I. and in the kind of j b
currently held;

things that are best and least liked about working a t the Univer-
sity; and

(6 ) things at the University that could be changed to make working
conditions better.

The questionnaire was dist ibuted by mail7-beginning on April 15,

1974, at Urbana-Champaign and on May 5, 1974, at Chicago Circle and the

Medical Center--to a random sampling of University employees in each of

the following nine employee groups:

Academic Staff_: 1. Tenured Faculty
2. Non-tenured Faculty
3. Professionals
4. Graduate Assistants

Nonacademic Staff: 5. Officials and Managers
6. Professional and Technical
7. Office and Clerical
8. Skilled, Semi-skilled, and Unskilled
9. Service Workers

The nine employee groups at each of the three campuses thus constituted

27 strata. Following the mail part of the survey, a sample of about 25

percent of the nonrespondents for each stratum -a- followed up by telephone.1

1 It earlier had been decided to use the phone followup for those strata where .

the return rate from the mail survey was less than 70 percent. No stratum

reached this rate, necessitating general use of the phone follow-up procedure.
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The purpose of the sampling design was to provide _ total response of

at least 100 useable records for each stratum with the exception of the

Skilled, Semi-skilled, and Unskilled workers mployee group 8) at each

campus, for which.the goal was a total response of at least 175 useable

r,,..cords. The high-r requirem-nt was set for the latter group because of

the relatively highly heterogeneous nature of that group.

The response criterion was met for all but three of the employee

groups (strata) at the Urbana-Champaign Campus, these three being Tenured

Faculty; Skilled, Semi-skilled, and Unskilled; and Service Workers. (See

Table 1.) Howeve-, for none of these group,, did the deficit appear to be

particularly sizable. At Chicago Circle, five employee groups failed to

meet the response criterion--Non-tenured Faculty; Graduate Assistants;

Officials and Managers; Professional and Technical; and Office and Clerical.

Moreover, the deficiency for each of these, excluding the Non-tenured Faculty

and possibly the Professional and Technical groups, was rather marked,

the response being no more than 50 percent of the desired goal. The situa-

tion at Medical Center was even more disappointing, with no employee group

reaching the response criterion. The serious deficits at that campus oc-

curred for tle following groups Graduate Assistants; Officials and Managers;

Professional and Technical; Office and Clerical; Skilled, Se -skilled, and

Unskilled; and Service Workers. None of those groups was able to achieve

more than about half the desired response criterion. Thus the difficulty in

realizing the r sponse goal was most pronounced for the Graduate Assistants;

Officials and Managers; Office and Clerical; Skilled, Semi-skilled, and Un-

skilled; and Service Workers groups at the two Chicago campuses.



TABLE I

RESPOE PATTTRA FOR UNIVERSITY OF rums EMPLOYEES JOB SATISFACTION STUDY

l,mplpyee Crcul .___ _

Campus

Urbana-Chamua12

(1)

Tortured

Faculty

AOldemIc Staff_

(2) (3)

Nonqenured Profes-

Faculty sionals

(j)

Officials

8 lanagerS

Nonacademic Staff

(6) (7)

Prof, & Office &

Tech: Clerical

(8)

Skilltd,

Semi-skilled,

Unskilled

(9)

Service

Workers

(4)

Crad:

Asst,

Solo Size 1!,8 202 175 175 164 175 175 250 175

Total a of Re'iponue 94 122 110 103 119 112 112 131 73

(Mall) (87) (110) (93) (88) (110) (99) (100) (104) , (5)

(Phone) ( 7) (
12) (12) (15) ( 9) (13) ( 12) ( 27) (17)

m,...

Chicaeo Circle

Smple Size 17. 175 175 175 68 175 175 ..1 _1

Toni Nn . of ftl,,qcnse 102 94 102 50 35 64 43
1 _A

()iail) (87) (78) (87) (29) (28) (45) (32) I
(Phone) ,

,

(15) (16) (15) (21) ( 7) (19) (11)
1 1

Medical Concr_
Sanple Size 175 175 III 175 92 175 175 2502 1752

Total :;e: el ReE;ponses 92 'OS 69 45 49 54 49 982
382_

Nall) (77) (72) (57) (28) (37) (41) (36) (72)2 (26)

(Phou) (1)) (16) (12) (17) (12) (13) (13) (26)2 (12)'

1

The saripling procedure failed to identify any employees in this group at Chicago Circle since such employees actually are part of the Medical Center

payroll,

The employee8 in this group actually vork at both Chicago campuses; They are identified with Medical Center for record (payroll) purposes:

Note,--None of the employee groups at any campus met the 70 percent teturn rate from the mail survey that would have precluded the need for a phone followup

of the nonrespondents,

U111 -FLD-9/6/74
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The limited response rates from the mail request for certain of the

strata served to emphasize the necessity for the telephone follow-up provision,

the primary purpose of which was to permit n assessment of the ext_nt

possible bias in the data collected via the mail survey. The data col-

lected by mail and by phone were analyzed separately and appeared to be suf-

ficiently similar to sustain the conclusion that the mail survey results in

the aggregate were reasonably representative of the total sample. However,

in order to adjust for any possible bias -ithin the mail results, the

telephone data were weighted by four (the phone interviews having been

made on a 25 percent sample of the nonrespondents) and coMbined with the

mail data in the final analyses of the survey results.

Most of the questions in the questionnaire used a response scale con-

sisting of t%.7o positive or favorable (e.g., "Very good" and "Good") and

two negative or unfavorable (e.g., "Poor" and "Very poor") responses.

All discussion in this report of the results from such questions concerns

only the two positive, or favorable, responses in combination (i.e., the

sum of the results for the two positive responses). This procedure no

doubt has masked differences of degree in the results for any questions

with greatly different distributions of responses (i.e., one question. with

20 per_ent "Very good" and 30 percent "Good" responses and another with 40

percent ."Very good" and 10 percent "Good" both of which would be treated

as having produced 50 percent favorable--"Very good" or "Good"--responses).

On the other hand, inclusion of the detailed data in the discusSion wdtild

have made the report almost hopelessly complex. Furthermore, this more

simplistic treatment of the results is felt, has served to provide a
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generally accurate flavor of the results. The detailed distributions

are presented in the tlbles in Appendix B F the Lonvenience of anyone

who might wish to see them.

111!_gu

The sample of employees for whom useable records or que- ionnaires

were received totaled 2048, dis ributed by campus as follo: Urbana-

Champaign, 976; Chicago Circle, 490; Medical Center, 582.

Eighty-two percent (1684) at the completed ques_i_ nnaires resulted

from th_ mail request, and the remaining eighteen percent (364) from the

telephone interviews.

Two thirds of the respondents were males. Their average (median)

age was about 38 years. One-half3 of the employees in the sample indi-
--

cated that they had at some point had a similar job outside the University.

Most of these persons (76 p- int) had held such jobs for from one to three

years.

Three-fourths of the respondents had been employed at the University

10 years or less, with an average (median ) for the sample of about 5 Years.

A substantial minority of the sample of employees-26 percent--stated

that they were members of a professional or trade union.'

2
-The possibility of weighting the responses (e.g., double weighting extremely
positive responses such as "Very good") was dismissed because of the lack of
inherent meaning in the resulting data and in the interest of expediting
the preparation of the report.

3
This and subsequent proportions reported are based on the sample resulting
from having added the weighted telephone interviews to the mail survey
responses.

11



A. Rating of J-b Com

RESULTS

imilar Job_s_

The first question in the questionnaire asked the respo-dent to rate

his job (on a scale of Very good. Good, Poor, Very poor), in comparison to

similar jobs or to jobs in his field, on each of tl e following items or

factors:

a. Earnings
b. Prospects for financial security;
c. Prospects for a comfortable retirement;
d. Opportunities for promotion;
e. Opportunities to use vourskills and training;
f. Opportunities to control how your job is done;
g. Opportunities to make suggestions and influence decisions in

your unit;
h. Chances of bringing about needed changes in your uni

Universit-LaLnpus Results. University-wide and for each of

the three campuses individually, the ite s concerning opportunities to use

one's skills and training (it- control how the job is done item f),

and to make suggesti ns and influence decisions in one's unit (item g) at-

tracted the highest degree of positive reactions, each with "Good" or Very

good" responses from between 67 and 83 percent of the employees responding.

At the other extreme, opportunities for pro :on (item d) were perceived

least favorably, with only 37 percent positive ("Good" or "Very good")

responses University- ide, and less than 50 percent at each campus. The

remaining items in this question attracted between 54 and 58 percent

favorable responses for the cmipuses combined.

Campus Differences. That there were rather -ubstantial inter-campus

differences on the first question is suggested by the campus medians for

the percents of favorable responses for the eight items, which were 67

percent for Medical Center, 57 percent for Urbana-Champaign, and 53 percent

for Chicago Circle.

-5-
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The Medical Center employees did in fact rather consistently evidence

the highest degree of satisfaction among the three campuses, with the largest

proportion of "Good" and "Very good" responses for seven of the eight items

this_question, Moreover, for four of the seven--those dealing with earn-

ings, financial security, comfortable retirement, and promo ion-- he propor-

tion of favorable,react ons by Medical Center employees indeed was markedly

higher than that for one or both of the other two campuses. Never were the

Medical Center employees decidedly below either of the other campuses in
A

favorableness of-reaction.

The Chicago Circle employees by contrast quite frequently--for five of

the eight itemsexhibited the lowest level of satisfaction of the three

camplises. On three of these temstfie ones regarding earnings, financial

security, and retirement--the differences were substantial. On no item

was the percent of favorable respbnses for Chicago Ciicle employees markedly'

higher than those for both the other campuses.

The employees at Urbana-Champaign produced the lowest percent.°

favorable responses on the item dealing with opportunities for promotion.

Otherwise that-campus' employees either were intermediate to the other

two campuses or did not differ markedly from them.

Academic Vs. Nonacademic Em.lo e- For five o' the items in the

first question--those dealing with opportunitieS=Ior promotion (item d),

use of skills and training (item e), control of how the job is done (item f),

making suggestions and influencing decisions in the unit (item g), and chances

of bringing about n9eded changes in the unit (item h)--the academic employees

surveyed responded considerably more favorably than the nonacademic employees

both University-wide and generally for the individual campuses, particularly

Urb na-Champaign and the Medical Center.

13
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Only for the items concern ng Anancial security and retirement

(ite s b and c) did the nonacademic employees rather consistently evidence

a mnre favorable readtien than the aaademic staff, although on both of

these the differences at Urbana-Champaign were slight.

The item on earnings (item a) produced a varied res,Onse patten. There

essentially were no differences between academic and nonacademic employees

University-wide and at the Urbana-Champaign Campus in their response to this item,

but differences did occur for the other two campuses. At the Medical Center the

nonacademic staff responded more favorably then the academic staff to the item.

The reverse occurred for Chicago Circle, with academic employees answering

more favorably, The response for the two Chicago campuses, as will be evident

later, probably would have been more alike had the Chicago Circle not been missing

the Skilled, Semi-skilled, and Unskilled and the Service Workers groups.

Differences_Among Academic EmElsly. There were Universi y-wide

differences among the academic employee groups--Tenured Faculty; Non-tenured

Faculty; Professionals; and Graduate Assistants--in their reactions to the

items in the first ques ion in the questionnaire.

The most consistently occuriAng such difference, which was exhibited

on every item except the one on earnings, was a tendency for the Graduate

Assistants to respond least favorably of the four employee groups. These

were not altogether surprising differences, in view of the peculiar position

of the Graduate Assistant within the academic staff.

The only other instances of marked contrast among the academic staff

centered on the Professional group. This group, as well as the Graduate

Assistants, responded considerably more favorably to the item on earnings

(item a) than did either the Tenured Faculty or Non-tenured Faculty groups.
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It also produced more favo able responses than the Tenured or Non-tenured

groups to the item dealing with opportunities to make suggestions and to

influence decisions (item g). Finally, the Professional group (along with

Graduate Assistants) reacted much less favorably than the faculty groups

to the i em on opportunities for promotion (ite_ d). The lat er difference

:no doubt was partly a function of the tendency for members of the Profes-

sional academic staff not to hold acade ic rank.

The proportions of favorable responses ("Good".and "Very good")

the Tenured and the Non-tenured academic staff to the items in this

section consistently were quite similar.

Differences Among Nonacademic Employees. Substantial differences

among the nonacademic employee groups--Officials and Managers; Professional

and Technical; Office and Clerical; Skilled, Semi-skilled and Unskilled;

and Service Workers--occurred for every item in the first question. For

the items on earnings, financial security, retirement, and the use of skills

and training (items a, b, c, and e), the Skilled, Semi-skilled, and Unskilled

group produced markedly larger proportions of positive ("Good" and "Very good")

responses than the other groups. For the item concerning opportunities for

promotion (it d), the Office and Clerical group responded more favorably than

the other groups although none of the positive response percentages was high.

On the item concerning opportUnities to make suggestions and influence

decisions (item g), the Official's and Managers and the Professional and

Technical groups both answered more favorably than did the other nonacade ic

employee groups. For the remaining two items--opportunities to control how

thc job is done rte_ f) and chances of bringing about needed changes (item h)--

1 5
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the Professional and Technical Group responded most favorably. On the

latter item the Skilled, Semi-skilled, and Unskilled and Ehe Service Workers

groups were noticeably less satisfied than the other groups.

13: Ratiug of Job-Related Factors Corn ared to Other Similar Jobs

The second question in the questionnaire requested the responding

employee ti react to his job (On a scale of Strongly agree, Agree, Disagree,

Strongly disagree) in comparison to other similar jobs or to jobs in his

field on each of the following job-related variables or characteristics:

a. My workload here is about the same;
b. I can advance professionally here;
c. I can improve my skills here;
d. I have adequate opportunity for study or research in my field here;

e. I can accomplish most of the things I want to here;
f. The space and facilities I need to do a good job are available;
g. The supplies and equipment I need to do a good job are available;
h. The,supporting services I need to do a. good job are available.

Univers_ -wide and Cam.us Results. University-wide and for each

the three campuses, the highest degree of positive reaction occurred for

the three items dealing with the improvement of skills, availability of sup-

plies and equipment, and availability of supporting services (ite s c, g,

and h), each of which elicited "Agree" or "Strongly agree".responses. from

more than 70 percent of the participating employees. Ihe smallest amount

of general satisfaction among the eight i ems was ekhibited fo_ the item

concerninA the chance to advance professionally (item b), with only 51 percent

favorable (Agree or Strongly agree) responses University-wide and no more than

63 percent such responses at any campus. For the remaining items, tlie propor-

tion of positive _eactions University-wide ranged be ween 60 and 70 percent.

iltilt2s_Differences. Among the employees of the three campuses the dif-

ferences In perception of workload (item a), chance to advance professionally

(item c), and opportunity to study or research in one's field (item d) were

16
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small. By contrast, for three of the other items--those on the availability

of space and facilities (item 0, the availability of supplies and equipment

(item g), and the availability of supporting services (item h)--the Urbana-

Champaign employees were markedly more satisfied than were the employees

at one or both of the other two campuses. On the remaining two items--the

chance _o advance professionally (L b) and the chance to accomplish most

of the things desired (_tem e)--the Medical Center employees responded sub-

stantially more favorably than those at Chicago Circle and/or Urbana-

Champaign.

For three of the eight items--item b, item e, and item f-- the

employees at one of the campuses were decidedly less satisfied than the

employees at the other two campuses. Regarding the cnance for professional

advancement (item b), the UrbanaLChampaign employees were least satisfied.

- On the item concerning the chance to accomplish desired things (item the

Chicago Circle employees exhibited the lowest level of satisfaction. The least

satisfaction with the availability of space and facilities (item f ), was

reflected by the Medical Center respondents.

The lack of a consistent p_-tern in the inter-campus differences

for the second question is reflected further by the simila ity of the

campus medians for the eight ite- percents--71 percent for Urbana-Champaign

and 69 percent for each of the other campuses..

Academic Vs. Nonacademic Employees. Both University-wide and ingeneral

for the campuses individually, the academic employees displayed a more favor-

able reaction than did the nonacademic employees to five of the eight items

in the second question--th se on advancement (item b) skills improvement

(item c), opportunity for study or research item d), accomplishment of

desired things (item e), and availability of space and facilities (item f).

17
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Only for the ite- having to do with availability of supporting

services (ite h) did the nonacademic employees consistently respond

more favorably.

For the remaining _wo items--those on workload (item a) and avail-

ability of supplies and equipment (item g)--there essentially was no dif-

ference University-wide between the reactions of academic and nonacademic

employees. However, in the case of item a, the academic employees at

Chicago Circle responded markedly more favorably than did the nonacadeinic

employees.

Difference Academic Emilo ees_. There were differences-a ong

the academic employee groups--Tenured Faculty, Non-tenured Faculty, Pro-

fessionals, and Graduate Assistants--in their responses to each of the

eight items in the second que _ion.

The most frequently occurring diffe ence was a tendency for the

Graduate Assistants to react more favorably than the other academic groups.

This happened on the four items dealing with opportunity-for study or re-

search in one's field (item d), availability of space and facilities (item f),

availability _
of supplies and equipment (item g), and availability of suPport-

ing services (item h).

On two other items--the _aes on workload (item a) and opportunity t-

accomplish desired things (item e)--the Professional employees reacted less

favorably than the other three academic groups.

For the itemon chance for professional advancement (item b), both the

Tenured and Non-tenured Faculty reacted more positively higher percent of

"Agree" or trongly agree") than the other two groups. On the remaining item,

.
on opportunity to improve skills (item c), both the,Non-tenured Faculty and the

Graduate Assistants responded more favorably than did either the Tenured Faculty

the Professional employees group.

1 8
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Differences Among Nonacademic Employees. Differences occurred among the

nonacademic employees groups on each of the items in question 2.

Several employee groups displayed a tendency to react most favorably

on one item and least favorably on another. The Office and Clerical group,

for example, responded most favo ably of the nonacademic groups to the item

on availability of supplies and equipment (item g), but least favorably

to the item on workload (item a). Similarly, the Service Workers group

reacted most positively to the availability of space and facilities (item f),

but least favorably to the opportunity to improve skills (item c). Again,

the Skiiled, Semi-skilled, and Unskilled employee group responded most

favorably of the nonacademic groups to the items on workload (ite a) and

opportunity to accomplish desired things ( tem e ), but least positively

on the item dealing with opportunity to study or research in one's field

(item d). Those differences involved six of the ite s in the second

question.

For the two remaining items two employee groups clustered markedly

above or below the other groups. On the item concerning the chance to

advance professionally (item b), the Skilled, Semi-skilled, and Unskilled

and the Service Workers groups resPonded less favorably than did the other

nonacademic groups. On the item having to do with availability of suppo

ing services (item h ), the Office and Clerical and,the Skilled, Semi-skilled,

and Unskilled groups reacted more favorably than did the other groups.

C. b Com ared to D _ferent Jobs in Unit

The third question in the questionnaire asked the employee to express his/

her feelings regarding the job (on a scale of Strongly agree, Agree, Disagree,

1 9
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Strongly disagree), in comparison to different jobs in his/her unit or department

on each of the following job-related items:

a. The importance of my job is well recognized;
b. I get full credit for the work I do;

qc. I am proud of the work I do;
'd. I like the work I do;
e. I feel important here;
f. I feel needed here;
g. I feel liked here;
h. I feel respected here.

University7wide and Campus_Results. The items in questlon 3 that drew

the most favorable reaction University-w de and for the campuses separately

were item c (I am proud of the work I do), item d (I like the work I do), and

item g (I feel liked he the percent of "Agree" and "Strongly agree"

responses to each of these items approxi-ating or exceeding 90 in every

instance. At the other extreme was item e (I feel important here) for

which the proportion of employees reacting positively (responding "Agree"

or "Strongly agree") was 68 percent University-wide and between 64 and 75

percent f _ the Campuses. For the other four items from 72 to 85 percent

of the- employees University-wide answered either "Agree" or "Strongly agree".

Cam-us Differences. There was a decided tendency for the Medical

Center employees to respond most favorably of the three campuses on

question 3, this situation having occurred for seven of-the eight items (all

except item d). For five of these items (items a, b, e, f, and h) the.

differences between the Medical Center results and those for one or both

the other campuses were fairly substantial. The Chicago Circle employees

just as frequently--on the same seven items--reacted least favorably. On

five of these items (ite- a, b, e, f, and h) the proportions of positive
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responses for Chicago Circle employees were markedly less than those for

the Urbana-Ch paign and/or the Medical Center employees. The Urbana-

Champaign employees more often than not were intermediate to the employees

at the other two campuses. At no time were they considerably more satisfied

than the other two campus' employees.

The above inter-campus differences are mirrored by the medians of

the item percents for the three campuses--85 percent for the Medical Canter,

81 percent for Urbana-Champaign, and 77 percent for Chicago Circle.

For items c (I am proud of the work I do) and d (I like the work. I
;

do), the differences among the three campuses were negligible.

Academic Vs. Nonacademic Employees. There were no marked Universi

wide differences between academic and nonacademic employees on question 3.

In fact, on most of the items the propo =ions of "Agree" and "Strongly agree"

responses were practically identical.

Several more sizable differences did occur for individual campuses.

On item a (The importance of my-job'is well recognized) the nonacademic employ-

ees at Chicago Circle responded somewhat more favorably than did the academic

employees, whereas the reverse took place for the Medical Center employees.

For item b (I get full credit for the work I do) the Medical Center academic

staff indicated a higher degree of satisfaction than did the nonacademic
vt,

staff. On item e (I feel important here) more academic than nonacademic

staff at Urbana-Champaign reacted favorably. Finally, the nonacademic

employees at Chicago Circle responded more positively than the academic

staff to item f (I feel needed here).

Differences Amon Academic Emilo ees. The only no iceable difference

University-wide among the four academic employee groups was a tendency for

the Graduate Assistants to react less favorably than the other groups.

This situation occurred for'item a (The importance of my job is well
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recognized item d (I like the work I do ), item e (I feel important here

item f (I feel needed here), and item h (I feel respected here). These are
-

somewhat understandable reactions by the Graduate Assistants when viewed

in the context of the role played by those employees and their relatively

temporary nature.

The other three academic employee groups were remarkably similar in

their responses to the items in question 3.

Nonacademic The most recurring differences

among the five nonacademic employee groups concerned the Office and Clerical

group, which responded least favorably of .the- employee groups on item c (I am

proud of the work I do), item d (I like the work I' do), and i e_ e (I feel

important here).
_

On item a (The importance of my job is well recognized) the Professional

and Technical group reacted more positively than the othe-- nonacademic groups,

and on item f (I feel needed here) the same situation occurred for Service

Workers.

On the r_aining items of question 3 (b, g, h) the nonacademic employee

groups were quite similar in their responses.

D. Rating. o_f Co-workers

Question 4 in the questionnaire called for a rating of the employee's

co-workers (on a scale of Strongly agree, Agree, Disagree, Strongly disagree)

on each of the following traits:

a. Intelligence;
b. Friendliness;
c. Competence;
d. Cooperation.

University7wideand_glinpus Results. University-wide and at each of the

three campuses, the employees surveyed responded very favorably regarding the
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co-workers' intelligence and friendliness, in every case the relative

frequency of "Agree" and "Strongly agree" reactions being in excess of 90

percent. Co-workers were perceived only somewhat less favorably in terms

\

their competence and cooperation, with the proportions of positive

responses ("Agree" or "Strongly agree") being near 90 percent University-wide

and ranging from 83 to 92 percent for the campuses.

Cam us Differences. The Urbana-Champaign employees rated their co-

workers more favorably than did those at the other campuses on each of the four

traits, and'Chicago Circle's employees just as consistently perceived their

co- _-kers least favorably. However, the inter-campus differences were of

no great practical significance, the largest such difference being only

9 percentage points (for item c on competence where the percents ranged

from 92 for Urbana-Champaign to 83 for Chicago Circle).

Academic Vs. Nonacademic Employees_. The most pronounced University-

wide differences between academic and nonacade ic employees in their ratings

of co-workers occurred for intelligence (item a) and competence (item c), both

of which produced somewhat higher proportions of favorable responses among the

academic employees. While these differences -ere not large, they were repeated

at each campus, being rather marked at Chicago Circle and Medical Center in

the case of intelligence and at Chicago Circle for competence.

Differences Aingg Academic_ Employesa. The four acade-ic employee groups--

Tenured Faculty; Non-tenured Faculty; Professionals; and Graduate Assistants--

did not differ materially in the extent to which they favorably rated their co-

workers on intelligence, friendliness, competence, and cooperation.

g_j_o_iEi_lacademicEm-le-leesDiffer_encesAmen-. The bost marked difference

among the nonacademic employee groups--Officials and =Managers; Professional and

2 3
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Technical; Office and Clerical Skilled, Semi-skilled, and Unskilled; and

Service Workers--was exhibited for competence (item c), on which the

Skilled, Semi-skilled, and Unskilled and the Service Workers groups rated

co-workers somewhat tore favorably than did the other groups. The dlf-

ferences among the ratings on the other traits were more modest.

E. Rating of Boss

Question 5 asked the responding employee to evaluate his boss (Chairman,

Director, Supervisor, etc.) on each of the following quali ies (on a scale

from Strongly agree to Strongly disagree):

a. Honesty;
b. Fairness;
c. Competence;
d. Cooperation.

University-wide and Campus Results. The highest rating given to the

boss University-wide and for each campus was for honesty (item a), 91 percent

Qf all emplOyees surveyed agreeing or strongly agreeing that their boss

was honest. The corresponding campus percents for this item ranged from 87

to 93. The lowest rating consistently was given for fairness (item b) for

which the proportions of favorable ("Agree" or "Strongly agree") reactions

were 84 percent University-wide and between 81 and 87 percent for the

campuses. Thus, the ratings generally were quite high.

Campus Differences. Although for each of the four qualities the Medical

Center employees produced the highest proportion of favorable ratings and the

Chicago Circle employees the lowest, the inter-campus differences-generally

were not large.

Academic Vs Nonacademic Emlo ees. University-wide the ratings of the

boss by academic and nonacademic employees were almost identical. There were,
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however, several modest differ nces within the campuses. Academic employees

at both Urbana-Champaign and the Medical Center rated their bosses so e- hat

more favorably on fairness (item b) than d d nonacademic employees.

.Chicago Circle, supervisors were rated moderately more positively on compe-

tpnce by nonacademic than by academic employees. Finally, a somewhat higher

proportion of nonacademic employees at Chicago Circle and academic employees

at Medical Center responded "Agree" or "Strongly agree" on the item dealing

with the cooperation of the boss.

Difference -_Among Academic Employees. The Graduate Assistants con-

sistently rated- the boss more favorably than did the other three academic

employee groups (Tenured Faculty; Non-tenured Faculty; and Professionals).

This difference was strongest on fairness (item b) and competence ite c).

The percents of positive responses ("Ag -e" or "Strongly agree") for the

other academic groups were quite alike for each item,

affe_rpripe_s4419n. The differences among the

nonacademic employee groups in favorableness of the ratings -f the boss were

not striking, nor did/any one group consistently stand above or below the

others.

F. Rating_of job_lielared Information

Question 6 in the questionnaire reques,;ed the responding employee to

rate (on a scale of Very adequate, Adequate, inadequate, Very inadequate) job-

related information received from newsletters, bulletin boards, and bulletins.

If the infor ation received was deemed to be inadequate, the employee was re-

quested to suggest what additional information was desired.

Univers_ -wide and Cam us Results. University- ide 79 percent of the

employees responding judged the job-related information received to be either
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Circle employees (73 perce
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A somewhat lower proportion of Chicago

' n either Urbane-Champaign or Medical Center

employees (83 and 80 percent respectively) felt that the information received

was adequate or very adequate.

For all campuses combined the most frequently lentioned suggestions

concerning the information received were (1) to provide more info-iation

on insurance and retirement and ) to improve the information already

being received. These two points were made by 26 percent and 18 percent

respectively of the employees who felt that the information received is

not adequate. No other suggestion was noted by as many as 10 percent of

thase employees.

Academic Vs. Nonacademic Em o-ees. University-wide and for Chicago

Circle the propo- ions of academic and nonacademic employees judging the

job-related information received to be satisfactory ("Adequate" or "Very

adequate") were essentially the same. However, for the other two campuses

there were differences, with nonacademic employees somewhat more satisfied

than academic employees at Urbana-Champaign and the reversetrue at the

Medical Center.

Among the employees who had found the job-related information received

to be inadequate, aeademic employees more of.en than nonacademic employees

were concerned about the fact that they do not receive the information at

all, while nonacademic employees more often than academic employees were

critical of the fact that they do net receive information on time. (These

comparisons were restricted to suggestions mentioned by at least 10 percent

of the dissati fied academic or nonacademic employees.)
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Differences Among Academic Employees. The Graduate Assistants were

noticeably less satisfied with the adequacy of the info mation received about

the job and reLated matters (70 percent "Adequate" or "Very adequate" responses)

than were Tenured Faculty, Non-tenured Faculty, or Profe si nals (83, 80, and

74 percent respectively).

Differences Amongjonacademic Among nonacademic employees,

the smallest percent of satisfied responses ("Adequa e" or "Very Adequate")

to the item on the a equacy of job-related information received (74 percent)

occurred for Service Workers. The percentage of satisfied responses for

the other nonacademic s oups ranged from 77 percent for Officials and

Managers to 85 percent for Skilled, Semi-skilled and Unskilled employees.

G. Preference for Wo-ki -t U. of I. and/or In Same Kind pf_Job

Question 7 asked the participating employee to indicate whether he

would,prefer to work at the University of Illinois or elsewnere and whether

he would prefer to work on the same or a different kind of job.

University-wide and Campus Results. Overall, 70 percent of the

employees responding indicated that they would prefer to work at the

University and the same --rcentage stated that they would prefer to work

in the same kind of job they now have.

Substantially fewer of the Chicago Circle employees (56 percent) than

those at Urbana ChaMp ign (72 percent) pr Medical Center (78 percent) would

prefer working at the U. of I. However, the proportions at the three

campuses who would want to con inue in the same kind of job were very

similar, ranging from 68 percent for Urbana-Champaign to 72 percent at

Medical Center.

Academic Vs Nonacademic Emilo ees. University-wide considerably _ore

nonacademic than academic employees (78 percent compared to 62 percent) would'

prefer to work at the University than elsewhere. This same pattern followed

for each of the three campuses. 27
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University-wide and for each campus, the academic employees more

frequently than the nonacademic employees indicated that they would like the

kind of job they now have. For the three campuses combined, the proportions

e 74 percent for academic end 67 percent for nonacademic staff.

a.Liex_e_toiees_. There were differences among

the academic employee groups on both parts of question 7.

Concerning prefe:-ed place of employment, preference for working

at the University was indicated relatively more frequently bythe Profess onal

employee group (70 percent) than for any of the other three groups (60 for

both Tenured and Non-tenured Faculty and 57 for Graduate Assistants).

Regarding preferred type of employment, Tenured Faculty more often

(89 percent) than the other groups (81 percent for Non-tenured Faculty, 75

percent for Professionals, and 46 percent for Graduate Assistants) stated

a preference for continuing in the kind of job now held.

Differences Amon: Nonacademic tfees. Differences occurred among

the nonacademic employee groups on bo h parts of question 7.

The Professional and Technical and the Office and Clerical groups

least oft n (71 and 68 percent of the time respectively) of the nonacademic

groups indicated a preference for working at the University. The corre-

sponding vall%- the other groups ranged between 80 and 87 percent.

The Offi-Aals and Managers and the Skilled, Semi-skilled, and Unskilled

groups substa tially more frequently (73 and 83 percent of the time respec-

tively) than !- other groups (48 percent for Service Workers to 63 percent

for Professiona and Technical) stated a preference for the kinds of jobs

they have.
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The eighth subs--ltive question ia the questionnaire (actually

4
question 16) asked the employee to indicate the thr things liked best

about working at the University of Illinois. The question was otherwise

unstructured. Since the unstructured format of the question led to some-

what differing responses by the academic and nonacademic employees, the

results have not been combined for all employees.

'For the University as a whole the academic employees responding to

the questionnaire cited the following factors most frequently as those

they like best about working at the Unive

Type of Work ( nteregling, varied,
challenging, responsible; freedom
to pursue interests) 49 percent

Colleagues (friendly, cooperative,
stimulating) 28 percent

Geographic or Physical Surroun4ngs
(atmosphere; cultural/ recrea-
tional opportunities; location) 28 percent

Working Conditions (general condi-
tions; flexibility regarding when
or how work done; work load) . . 24 percent

Distinction of University 24 percent

Physical Facilities (including library). 24 percent

"Type of work" was by far the first choice at each of the campusea.

There were some campus variations in the order of the other factors, but

the University-wide pattern followed generally at each campus, with the

exception of the fact that "Physical Facilities" were not cited among the

4
Questions 8 thru 15 in the questionnaire concern the identification or
description of the respondent on variables such as sex and age.



top six factors by either the Medical Center or Chicago Circle academic

employees, having been edged by "Opportunity for Personal and Professional

Growth" at the former campus and by "Students the latter campus.

Among the Nonacade lc employees the following factors were listed

most often University-wide as those best liked.about working at the

University:

Fringe Benefits (insurance and
medical; vacation, holiday, and
sick leave; retirement) 68 percent

Working Conditions (general cond ns;

flexibility regarding hours or duties
satisfactorY supervision) . . . . 45 percent

Co-Workers (congenial, cooperat 28 percent

Job Security (steady work) 27 percent

Type of Work (interesting, varied,
challenging, responsible) 20 percent

These also were the top factors listed by Urbana-Champaign and Medical

Center employees, although the order beyond the first two factors was not

identical. At Chicago Circle all but "Job Security' and "Type of Work"

were among the five most often mentioned factors. These two factors were

exceeded by "A ade ic Atmosphere" and "Opportunity for Education and Train ng".

These differences for Chicago Circle nonacademic employees could have re-

sulted from the absence of the SkiliSC Semi-skilled, and Unskilled and

the Service Workers from that campus' sample.

I. Things Liked Least About_ Working at the University

The next question requested the respondent to list the three things

liked least about working at the University. This question was as unstructured

as the question concerning things liked.
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University-wide the fee ors most often mentioned as least liked

by the academic employees were as foll

Salary (level; distributicn) 32 percent

Administration (quality; approach) 23 percent

Bureaucratic Red Tape. 18 percent

Physical Location and Surroundin s 16 percent

Physical Facilities_ 14 percent

"Salary" also was:cited most often by academic employees at bothJirbana

andMedical Center. At Chicago Cir!Cle this concern was exceeded by "Adminis-

tration" as the least liked factor. Thp only factors, of the five listed

above, not among the top five at all three campuses were "Physical Location

and Surroundings", missing at Chicago Circle, and "Physical Facilities",

not included at Urbana-Champaign.

The factors least liked University-wide by nonacademic employees were

the following:

Salary (level; distribu ion ) 37 percent

Supervision (quality). 15 percent

Opportunity f-r Advancement 15 percent

Bureaucratic Red Tape 13 percent

Physical Facilities: 12 percent

"Salary" likewise was the least liked factor among nonacademic staff at each

Campus.- 'There were, however, some shifts among the campuses from the

University-wide picture for several of the other factors. For example,

"Physical Facil_ was among the top five factors only at the Medical

Center. On the other han "Opportunity for Advancement" was not cited
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frequently enough by Medical Center nonacademic employees to make the first

five. Finally, factors listed at individual campuses, but which were not

mentioned enough at other campuses to be in the toP five University-wide

were "Location and Neighborhood" at Medical C.e,nter and "Departmental

Politics or Favoritism" at Chicago Circle.

J. IbIngf_That Could Be Chan Imirove Workin _Conditions

The final question in the questionnaire asked the responding employee

to list the three most important things that could be changed to make

working at the University of Illinois better.

University-wide the academic employees in the sample suggested the

follo ing things most frequently:

Improved Salaries. . . . . 36 percent_

Improved Facilities. . . 25 percent

Improved Administration. . . . . 22 percent

Improved Fringe Benefits . . . . . . . . 13 percent

improved Budgets . . . . .... . 11 percent

"Improved Salaries" was cited most frequently by academic employees

at Urbana-Champaign and Medical Center. At Chicago Circle, however, it

was rePlaced by "Improved Ad inistration" as the most often suggested

improvement. The only instances wherein the campuses failed to include

the above five items as the top five occurred at the Chicago Circle and

Medical Center campuses. At Chicago Circle "Increased Cooperation and

Communication" replaced "Improved Fringe Benefits" in tha top five,

while at Medical Cente_ "Increased Cooperation and Communication" replaced

"Improved Budgets".
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The nonacademic employees as a group mentioned the following Items

most often as things that could be changed to improve working conditions

at the University:

Improved Salaries . 36 percent

Improved Supervision 28 percent

Improved Fringe Benefi s 17 percent

Reduced Bureaucratic Red Tape . 15 percent

Improved Facilities 15 percent

"Improved Sal--ics" was also the item most frequently listed by non-

acad- ic employees at each of the three campuses. In fact, the only campus

devia ions from the items cited most often University-wide took place

Urbana-Champaign where "Increased Opportun ty for Advancement" replaced

"Improved Facilities" and at Chicago Circle where the same item kept "Im-

proved Fringe Benefits" out of the top five items.

The lists of items suggested by academic and nonacademic -1-ployees

are quite similar. Not only does "Improved Salaries" head each list, but

three other items are common to both lists. Only "I ved Budget-" and

"Reduced Bureaucratic Red Tape" are uniqUe to one of,the lists, the former

having been mentioned only by acad_-ic and the latter by nonacademic

employees.



III. CONCLUSIONS, LIMITATIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS

There are differences,both University-wide and among the

three campuses, in the way the Universi ''s employees feel about their

job situa ion. Moreover, there are distinctions between academic and non-

academic employees and within each of these groups.

University-wide, the University's academic and nonacademic employees

as a whole are well satisfied with the following job-related factors or

circumstances, each item having been responded to favorably by at least

three-fourths of the employees surveyed, with the percentages often approaching

or exceeding ninety percent:

(1) The work itself--pride in and liking for one's work;
(2) Co-workers- their friendliness, intelligence, competence, and

cooperation;
(3) Feeling of being liked, respected, and needed;
(4) The boss--his/her honesty, competence, cooperation, and fairness;
(5) Opportunity to use and to improve one's skills and training;
(6) Opportunity to control how the job is done;
(7) Availability of needed supporting services, supplies, and equipment;
(8) The job-related information received.

The lowest relative level of satisfaction among University employees as a

group apparently centers around the following job-related facto s or

circumstances, each item having been responded to unfavorably by more than

40 percent of the employees included in the study:

(1) Opportunity for promotion and professional advancement;
(2) Prospects for a comfortable retirement;
(3) Earnings and prospects for financial security;
(4) Chances of bringing about needed changes in one's unit.

Where inter-campus differences in level of satisfaction exist, and the

survey findings suggest that such differences are rather general, the tendency

- for the Medical Center employees to be most satisfied and the Chicago

Circle employees least satisfied with the Urbana-Champaign employees inter-

mediate t- the other two.

3,4
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This higher overall degree of dissatisfac ion on the part of Chicago Circle

employees is substantiated by the fact that relately fewer employees

at that campus, compared to the employees at the other campuses, would prefer

to continue working at the University.

There is no consistent distinction between acade-ic and,nonacademic

employees in their degree of job Satis action. On some factors the academic

staff are somewhat more satisfied while on others the reverse is true.

Academic employees collectively appear to be more satisfied than non-

academic employees on factors such as the opportunities (1) for promotion

and professional advancement, (2) to use and to improve one's skill- and

training, (3) to control how the job is done, (4) to bring about needed changes

in one's unit, (5) to study or research in one's field, and (6) to accomplish

desired things. Academic staff, moreover, are more inclined to be favorably

impressed by the distinction or imminence of the University, by its physical

facilities, and by the academic atmosphere and surroundings.

Nonacademic employees as a group seem to be more satisfied than academic

employees concerning such variables as (1) prospects for financial and job

security, (2) prospects for a comfortable retirement, and (3) the fringe

benefits. These factors are related more to the conditions of employment

with the University than to the work itself, which is consistent with the fact

that nonacademic employees are noticeably more inclined than academic staff

to indicate a preference for working at the University, but are somewhat less

predisposed than academics to working in the same kind of job they now hold.

Academic and nonacademic employees apparently are strikingly in agreement

regarding what could be changed to improVe working conditions at the

University. Both most frequently cite salaries as the item _ost in

need of improvement.
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There are University-wide differences among both academic and non-

academic employees in degree of satisfaction with employment at the Universi.ty.

The most consistent difference within the academic employees is a tendency for

Graduate Assistants to be less satisfied than other academic staff, and

even this tendency is reversed for some aspects of the employment situation.

Among the nonacademic staff, the most pronounced tendency is for

Skilled, Semi-skilled, and Unskilled employees to exhibit the highest

level -f satisfaction, but this trend occurs for less than haif the job-

related variables included in the study.

Limitations. The results and the conclusions reached do not pertain

to individual colleges, schools or departments. Accordingly, they should

not be applied to any particular units.

The findings and the conclusions are based on a questionnaire survey and

therefore are limited to the extent that the.reactions of the employees

sampled represent their true feelings.

Recommendations. The results of the U. of I. Employees Job Satisfaction

Study provide one measure of the job satiSfection of UniversitY employees.

It is recommended that the findings serve as a basis for further consideration

areas of possible satisfaction and dissatisfaction with the employment

situation at the University.
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April, 1974

To University Staff and Faculty Addressed:

I have asked for a survey of your opinions about your workiLg situation at
the University of Illinois. It is my hope that in this way I can identify
ways in which I might take active steps to assure your employment here is

pleasant and productive. It is of deep concern to me that you find working
for this University a good experience.

Perhaps none of us is ever completely satisfied with all of the aspects of
our employment no matter what we_ do or how many resources are available.
But in times of limited resourceS it is especially important that whatever
is available be used to best advantage. Sometimes relatively small changes
can bring about relatively large improvements. The survey will assist me
in deciding the appropriate priorities to be given in support of the sev-
eral aspects of your employment here.

The Survey Research Laboratory is collecting the data for me. Dr. Sandra

Warden, a visiting professor here this year as an American Council on
Education administrative intern, is directing the study. If you have
questions regarding the study, she may be reached on the..Urbana campus at
133 Davenport House, 333-6486.

A sample of persons from each major group of aLademic and nonacademic e
ployees has been selected for participation in the study. Since it'is
possible to sample the opinions of only a small pereentage of those employed
at the University of Illinois, your response is especially important. Your

individual responses.will be kept strictly confidential. In the yeport
which will be shown to me, your responses will be combined with other em-
ployees' responses in computer tabulations. I need yourcooperation to make
these tabulations significant.

After filling out the questionnaire, please return it promptly to the Survey
Research Laboratory .in .the enclosed envelope. If possible, return it by

Campus Mail. If this is not convenient, return it by U.S. Mail.

Thank you for your help.

Cordially,

JEC:bf
Enclosures

_ohn E. Corbally,
President
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Quest. # 1-5
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14

Employees Job Satisfaction Study. 15-17IBK

Below are a series of statements asking you to compare various aspects of your job at
the University of Illinois to other jobs in your field. Please read each statement and
circle the number to the right t.hat best represents your opinion.

Compared to other jobs like your- or in your
field; how would you rate .

Very
good Good Poor

Very
poor

Your earnings? . .. . . 2 3 4

Your prospects for financial secu . 1 2 3 4

c. Your prospects for a comfortable retire e t? 1 2 3 4 20

U. Your opportunities for pro_otion? 1 2 3 4 21

Your opportunities to use your skills
and training? 4 22

Your opportunities to control how your

g.

job is done?

Your opportunities to make suggestions and

2 3 4 23

influence decisions in your unit? . . 2 3 4 24

Your chances of bringing about needed
changes in your unit? . . . 0

39
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Strongly Strongly
agree ,LRL.c Disauoc disagree

Compared to other jobs like mine or
in my f1-1d .

a. My workload here is about the same . . 1 4

b. I can advance prof ,ssionally here 4

C. I can improve my skills here 1 2

d. I have adequate opportunity for study
or research in my field here

e. I can accomplish most of the
things I want to here

The space and facilities I need
to do a good job are available

1

g. The supplies and equipment I need
to do a good job are available 1

2

2

4

4

4

h. The supporting services (such as,
campus mail, motor pool, paging
service, clerical service) I need
to do a good job are available . 2 3 4

Compared
or

a.

Strongly
auee_ As_Le_

Strongly
Disagree disagree

to different jobs in my unit
department . . .

The importance of my job is well
recognized . . . . . . 1 2 4

b. I get full credit for the work I do . . 1 4

c. I am proud of the work I do 1 2 4

d. I like the work I do . . 1 2 4

e. I feel important here . 1 2

f. I feel needed here . . . . . . 1 4

F. I feel liked here 1 2 4

h. I feel respected here 1 2 4

26

27

20

29

3 0

32

- 34

35

3 7
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Strongly Strongly
gree Agree Disagree disagree

ost of my co-workers here are . . .

a. Intelligent . . . . . . 1 2

b. Friendly .. . . . . . . . . . . 1 2

c. Competent

d. Cooperative
1

2

4 42

4 43

4 44

4 45

Strongly S 7ongly
_LaLs172_ Agree Disagree disagree

S. My boss (Chairman, Director, Supervi6or
etc.) here is .

a. Honest . . . . .. . . . . . . . 1 2

b. Fair . . ... . . 1 2

c. Competent .. .. 1 2

d. Cooperative 1 2 4

47

48,

49

Employees at the University of Illinois receive information- about things related te .

'their Jobs, such as retirement, civil service policy,J.nsurance, and fringe'benefits.
In general, do you think that tie information you receive from newsletters, bulletin
boards, and bulletins is .

Very adequate, (Skip to Q.7) . 1 50

Adequate, (Skip to Q.7) . . 2

Inadequate, . . .

Very inadequate? . . 4

(If inadequate or very inadequate
b. What additional information would you 1 ke to receive?

51,52

7a.; If you really had a choice, would you prefer work at the University of Illinois
or somewhere else?

University of Illinois .

Somewhere else .

Wouldn't work 3

2

flou_really_had_a_choice mould you prefer the same kind of job you now have
or a different kind of job

Same kind of job

Different kind of job 2

4 I Wouldn't. work
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8a. Have you ever had a similar job anywhere outside the University of Illinois?

Yes 1 55

No (Skip to Q. 9) 2

b. In total, how many years have you worked in similar :_bs outside_ the University?

years $6257

5 59

9. How many years have you worked at_ the University of 1 inois?

years

10. Are you a student at the Universit-- -f Illinois?

Yes, ful -time . . 1 60

Yes part- ime . 2

No 3

If married, is your spouse a student __ the University?

Yes, full-t e . 1

Yes, part-t e 2

No 3

No spouse (Skip to Q. 3) . 0

12. Is your spouse also employed at the University of Illinois?

Yes 1 62

No 2

13..Are you a member of a Professional or trade union?
Yes 1 63

No

14. What is your age? . £ ......... years 64 65

15. What is your sex?

Male . . 1 66,

Female . . 2

67-791BK
0011

4 2
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-16. What are the three-things you like best about working at the University of
Illinois?

a.

b.

C.

17. What are the three things you like least about working at the Univers ty of
Illinois?

a.

b.

C.

18. What are the three most important things that coulcLbe changed to make working
at the University of Illinois better?

a.

C.

Please return the questionnaire in the
enclosed self-addressed envelope.

Thank you very much for your cooperation.
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U. OF I,

TABL82

LOYEES JOB SATISFACTION STUDY

QUESTION 1: ACADEMIC VS. NONACADEMIC EXFIOYEES BY CAMPOS

(DATA &USED AS PERCENTS)

1. Compared to other jobs like

yours or in your field, how

would you rate,

_Orhona-Chavagl._ Chicago_Circl___ Medical Center Univer ity-wide

Very Very Very Very Very Very Very ery

EoliZtiod Fog .E1oL_ good Good Poor Nor good Gd Poor poor god Fnirapis

A. Your earnings? Academic 6 51 38 5 4 51 32 13 8 49 36 7 6 51 35 8

Nonacademic 6 50 37 7 5 35 49 11 10 63 23 2 7 52 35 6

Total 6 51 37 6 5 46 37 12 9 57 30 4 7 51 35 Z

b. Your prospects for Academic 7 49 37 7 2 41 40 17 9 51 35 6 47 37 10

financial security? Nonacademic 6 52 35 7 6 52 32 8 12 63 22 8 56 30 6

Total 6 51 36 7 4 45 37 14 11 57 28 7 SI 34 8

c, Your prospecta for a Academic 7 43 34 11 4 33 36 27 8 48 37 7 6 43 36 15

comfortable retirement? Nonacademic 8 48 36 0 8 43 38 11 15 53 27 5 11 49 , 33 7

Total 8 48 35 9 5 36 37 22 12 51 32 6 8 46 35 11

d, Your opportunities Academic 6 33 46 15 4 39. 32 25 , 11 43 37 9 7 38 38 17

for promotion? Nonacademic 2 19 48 31 3 32 37 23 7 33 42 18 4 26 44 26

Total 4 25 46 25 4 37 33 26 9 38 39 14 s 32. 41 22

e, Your opportualtiee to Academic 37 52 9 2 30 55 13 2 43 48 7 2 36 52 10 2

use your skills and Nonacademic 14 61 19 6 23 55 16 6 23 53 13 6 18 58 13 6

training? Total 24 57 15 4 28 55 14 3 33 51 12 4 28 54 14 4

1

f, Your opportunities to Academic 34 51 12 3 34 49 12 '5 .36 47 14 3 35 49 12 4

control how your Nonacademic 18 55 19 8 .
22 60 13 5 22 54 18 6 20 55 18 7

job is done?

g, Your oppertunities to

, Total

Academic

25

32

53

47

16

16

6

5

30

24

53

42

12

23

5

11

28

38

51

40

16

17

5, 27

31

52

43

15

18 8

make suggestions and Nonacademic 12 49 27 12 17 51 26 6 23 50 21 17 49 25 9

influence decisions in

your unit?

Total 21 48 22 9 22 45 24 9 30 45 19 24 46 22 8

h, Your chance; of bringing

about needed changes

Academic

Nonacademic

18

9

SO

37

24,

38

8

16

13

13

39

44

33

25

15

18

21

14

44

32

28

43

7

11

17

11

44

37

29

37

16

45

in your unit? Total 13 42 32 13 13 41 30 16 17 30 36 9 14 41 33 12

45



TABLE 3

U. OF I. EMPLOYEES JOB SATISFACTION $TUDY

QUESTION 1: ACADEMIC EMPLOY1E GROUPS UNIVERSIME

(OM SEMI AS FERCENTS)

Academic Em ee Grou--
Tenured Faculty

Very Very

pod Cad Poor oor

Professiones Graduate Assistantn._±

Very very

oOd 11_
Very Very

00 Poor oor

Very Very

ood Good ar or

1: Compared to other jobs like yours

or in your field, hou would you

rate.

a. Your earnings? 47 40 46 40 12 6 58 31 5 13 51 28 8

b. Your prospects for financial 8 51 38 3 4 50 35 11 5 50 34 11 7 33 44 16

security?

c. Your prospects for a 8 43 4 9 6 49 30 15 7 43 39 11 2 33 33

comfortable retirement?

! d, Your opportunities for promotion? 13 47 24 16 7 51 31 11 3 26 56 15 3 24 43

,

e. Your opportutities to 00 your 42 45 10 3 43 48 7 2 31 58 10 1 29 56 13 2

skills and training?

f. Your opportunities to control 40 46 10 4 ' 38 51 8 31 50 15 4 : 28 48 19 5

how your job is done?

g. Your opportunities to make 35 41 16 8 36 38 19 / 33 48 14 5 19 47 25

suggestions and influence

decisions ie your unit?

h. Your chances of bringing about 23 38 27 12 17 46 26 11 19 48 26 .7 45 35 11

needed thew in your unit?

47 48



' TABLE 4

U. OF I. EMPLOYEES JOB SATISFACTION STUDY

QUESTION 1: NONACADERIC EAP14YEES CROUPS UNIVERSITY-OE

tO
(DATA EXPRISS4 AS PERCENTS)

Professi.onal
Skilled, Seni-Skilled.

'Officials and Wagers and Technical Office mad Cleiical Unskilled_ - - -
Very hry Very Very Very Very Very Very Very Very_sod Good_houar_gpfd Good _Poor -clor ood Glz_s_aldjar_EIL jail_pLoodoor oor oo? d Good 112tims.

Serlice Workers

1, enupared tt other jobs

like yours or in your

field, bow would you

.

Meow

a. Your earning 7

b. YOU prospects for

financial security?

e. Your prospects for

confortable retire-

tent?

di Your opportunities

for ptototion7

t. Your opportunities

to use your skills

4

4

11

2

48

60

52

21

44 4

29 7

30 7

52 25

8

10

8

2

44

55

49

25

41

29

36

44

7

6

7

29

4

7

9

11

48

.46

42

32

37

35

34

36

11

12

15

21

1360125

13

16

2

65

55

25

21

27

48

1

2

25

4

2

7

4.

64

52

42

27

31

44

45

37

2

6

32

and training? 16 60 10 4 2253196 2 49 19 10 19 66 12 3 12 58 22 ,8

4

fl Your opportunities

to control bow your

job is done?

g. Tour opportunities

to take suggestions'

sod influence deci-

sions in your unit?

21

18

49

55

.24 6

, 21 6

26

20

57

50

10

25

7

5

18

15

58

48:

18

26

6

11

13

14

56

50

22

25

9

11

23

16

55

'44

13

27

9

13

73. 'Tour chances of bring-

ing Olt needed changes

La you unit? 13 39 37 11 15 48 27 12 11 8 36 15 9 30 41 20 928 49



TABLE 5

O. OF I. EMPLOYEES JOB SATISFACTION SIM

QUESTION 2: ACADEMIC VS. NONICAMC EKPLOrEES BY NM

(DATA MESSED AS PERCENTS)

Compared to other jobs

like nine or In DY

field....

8. kl workload here is Academic

about tho same. Nonacademic

Total

b, I cao advance pro- Academic

fessionally here. Nonacademic

Total

c. I can improve my skills Academic

here. Nonacademic

Total

'd. 1 havklicsosto oppor- Academic

tualti$4 for study or Nonacademic

researth in my field. Total

$. I CID aoctaaplish moat Academic

of the things 1 watt Nonacademic

to here. Total

,f, The space atd facilities Academic

I need to do 4 good job Nonacademic

are available, Total

g. The supplies and equipment Academic

I need to do 4 good job Notacademic

are available, Total

h. The supporting services. Academic

I oeed to du a good job Notacadezic

ore available. Total

Urbana. gm Chigago_Circle__ Medical Center Univers1ty7V1da_ _ _

Strongly Wanly Strongly Strongly "Strongly Strongly Strongly Strong]

7 60 22 11 11 63 21 9 64 19 8 9 62 21

4 44 26 6 3 55 34 8 6 67 20 7 4 64 25

5 63 24 8 9 60 25 6 7 65 20 8 7 63 23

11 51 28 10 8 40 30 14 16 63 , 19 2 11 54 26 9

2 23 51 24 4 39 35 22 8 41 39 12 4 32 44 20

6 35 41 18 6 45 32 17 11 52 30 7 5 43 35 14

23 69 7 1 14 67 16 3 25 56 16 1 21 65 12

6 60 24 8 13 66 14 7 13 61 21 5 11 61 21 7

14 64 17 5 14 67 15 4 19 59 19 3 16 63 17 4

27 51 17 5 16 47 5 10 19 46 27 6 22 48 23 7.

7 45 34 ii 5 56 31 8 9 47 34 10 7 49 33 11 ,-

16 49 27 8 li 50 27 9 14 48 30 6 15 49 28 8

16 57 23 4 7 50 35 8 16 53 28 3 13 53 29

5 49 38 8 2 47 38 13 6 _56 32 6 5 51 36

10 53 31 6 5 45 36 10 11 $4 30 5 9 52 32

23 53 18 6 16 55 20 9 U 53 28 8 17 54 21

12 61 22 5 11 53 30 6 7 49 31 13 10 56 26

17 58 20 5 14 55 23 8 9 51 29 11 13 55 24

23 56 16 5 13 62 19 6 14 62 20 17 60 15

11 65 13 4 12 59 21 8 14 57 21 8 16 61 17

20 61 15 4 13 61 19 7 14
,

60 20 6 16 ' 61 18

18 65 13 8 9 60 24 7 16 56 20 8 14 61 19

12 77 9 2 8 70 17 5 14 60 22 4 12 70 15

15 72 10 3 9 61 21 7 15 58 21 6 13 65 17



TABLE6

U, OF I. MOM JOB SATISFAETION STUDY

QUESTION 2: ACADEMIC mums GIOUn VNIVEITY-VIDE

(DATA MIMED As rums)

Tenured Fault

2, Covered to other jobs

like tine or in iiy

field ,

t, Hy uorkloed here is

stout the size,

b, I ea advance pro-

fessionally bare.

C, I ean Lproe ty
skill here.

di I have adequate oppor-

tunity to study or

research l4 ty field
here;

ei I can acemplish pont

of the tMng I WU

to bere.

6, The gpate end facilities

I aeed to do a good joh

ire available.

ga Tho upplies aid equipnent

I tad to do a good job

ate 4voiloblo,

hi The Supporting servicel

I need to do A good job

Lot no114b1e1

kadet1nX9ree Croup

Non7TeVed Faculty Professionsls GrethUte Assistants

Strongly Strongly Strongly Strongly Strongly Struagly Strongly Strongly

A ree Dise et Ilisa Agree Agoe Disagree Disagree Agree km Disagree Dinned

15 58 18 66 10 6 56 31 7 7 69

20 55 17 13 60 21 6 46 10 3 51

21 16 1 23 67 16 65 14 5 21 68

22 49 23 6 19 50 10 46 32 12 38 49

14 55 26 11 58 26 51 36 7 20 49

10 25 16 53 24 7 53 23 60

16 57 5 20- 4 63 16 6 24 58

11 56 21 12 12 51 24
. 63 18 5 23 64

10 6

29 15

26 5

12 5

13 5



TABLE 7

U. OF 1, MOUE JOB SATISFACTION B700T

051108 2; 80116CAMMIC EKFLOYEE5 GROUPS 8011SITHIDE

(DATA MIMED II tEIOLTTS)

2. Compared o other phs like mint

or in ay field .

a. My vorkloog here ie about

the eau.

b. I can advanced profeesionally

here.

c. I can improve my ekill here,

d. I haat adequate opportunity

to stildy of research in my

field here.

e. I nee accompliah most of the

things I vant to here.

f. The apace and faeilitite I

oetd to go a good job ore

avai1ab1e,

g. The allppliee and equiptent

I need to do a good job are

available.

h. The supporttri services I nctd

tO dO e good job Mt available.

Officials

6 Wages

Nomad* imployes Croup

Professionel Mica Service

6 Technical 6 Clerical Semi-Skilled, Workers

.& Unthilled

SA_ _A 0_ _60 SAADSD SAADD IA ADS2 SAAB SD

361315 466235

4 34 47 15 2 42 37

9 70 18 3 12 66 17

19

5

359326 1352218

4 48 43 9 5 44 41 10

8 41 30 15 10 51 30 9

67 17 5 14 56 22 8

10 66 19 8 70 19 3

4 50 31 15 514153 8 61 26 5

8 30 38 24 2 27 54 17 7 23 43 27

17 55 19 9 I 63 27 6 12 66 29 13

9 47 27 17 2 44 44 10 9 44 35 12

6 51 30 13 1 52 31 6 11 49 34 6

16 58 31 5 8 58 28 6 10 70 17 3

21 65 Li 3 11 52 11 4 14 59 16 11

18 71 13 74 11 2 11 67 20 2

53



1. Comared to diffgren

joh in ny nait or

eparticeot . . . .

TABU 8

U, oF 1, EMPLOYEES JOB SATISFACTION SW

QuEsTicw 3: ACADEMIC VS, NONACADEMIC Emoyas By Mac

(DATA MUSSED AS mums)

0tbCnPaiU Chita o Circle Medical Center University-Wide
Strongly Strongly Strongly Strongly Strongly Strongly Strongly Strongly

a. The importance of Academic 14 56 11 6 15 ' 50 27 8 24 60 15 1 17 56 72
:7 job ig well Nonacademic 12 58 14 6 9 67 18 6 20 55 21 4 15 58 22
recognized. Total 13 53 23 6 13 55 24 6 22 57 18 3 16 57 22

h, 1 g2t full credit Acaignic 16 56 24 4 15 53 25 7 25 62 11 2 18 57 20 5
for the work 1 do. Nonacademic 12 54 30 4 13 60 21 6 18 55 24 3 14 55 27 4

Toial 14 53 27 4 14 55 24 7 21 56 18 3 16 56 24 4

c. 1 am proud of the Academic 40 56 4 0 39 57 4 0 49 47 i 0 42 54 i 0
York I do. Nonacadetk 20 66 6 0 38 57 5 0 39 56 5 0 34 61 5 0

Total 33 67 5 0 39 57 4 0 44 52 4 0 32 58 5 0

[1, 1 Ilks the work Academic 41 54 5 0 42 52 6 0 51 44 5 0 44 51 5

1 do, Nonacademic 28 65 7 0 35 56 6 3 34 58 7 1 31 61 7

Total 33 60 7 0 40 34 5 1 42 .51 6 1 38 55 6 1

e. r feel important Academic 18 52 27 3 12 52 28 8 26 51 21 2 18 52 25 5
here. Nonacademic 13 46 32 7 6 57 26 9 18 55 23 4 14 52 28 6

TOW 15 50 30 5 10 54 28 8 22 '53 22 3 16 52 27 5

I. I feel needed here. Academic 19 55 21 5 17 51 25 7 32 51 15 2 12 53 20 5
ronacademic 17 60 19 4 8 70 14 1 19 61 16 4 16 62 17 5
Taal 18 58 20 i 15 52 21 7 25 56

16
3 19 57 19 5

I. 1 feel liked here. Academit 15 66 8 1 22 67 9 2 29 68 3 0 25 67 7 1
Nonacademic 1$ 76 4 2 15 75 12 0 26 66 7 1 70 72 7 1

Total 21 72 6 1 19 70 10 1 27 67 5 1 23 69 7 1

130 I feel respetted Academie 24 60 14 2 20 59 10 5 31 60 6 1 25 59 14 2

here, Notacadetie 15 70 12 3 9 75 13 3 22 65 10 3 17 69 11 3
Total 19 65 13 3 17 64 16 3 27 62 9 2 21 64 12 3

57



Coaprod O different joba it

:y unit or department I .

I, Re L:portanee of zy 10h

io vell recognized.

b, I get full credit for the

wort I do,

c, 1 an proud of the York 1

do

d. 1 lite the vork I do ,

I feel importaat heree.
f. 1 feel ne ded here.

1 fe 1g. liked here.

respech. I feel ted here.

TABLE 9

U, OP I, MOUES JOB SATISFACTION STUDY

QUESTION 3: ACADEMIC EMPLOYEE GUI

(DATA EXPRESSED AS PERCENTS)

Tenured Faculty_

Strongly Strongly

r e A ree Diaa-ree Diaa t"

OrtAir_ 4tayee Cr

Non-TeAured Faculty Prof enmionala

Strongly Strongly Strongly Strongly Strotgly

roe ree_ Dieuree A-ree A ree 010 roe Ina r re

Graduate kosistanto

it

Strongly

D oa rtt Di04 ree

26 51 18 19 59 18 4 15 56 23 6 10 57 28

24 41 23 4 23 53 18 6 16 59 21 70 19

52
51 45 4 0 41 56 0 21 74

56 40 4 0 49 48 43 51 6 26 64 10 0

26 51 18 5 19 56 20 5 16 51 29 4 10 48 37 5

30 16 24 55 16 22 53 21 11 54 . 30

29 62 8 1 24 67 23 70 6 1 24 69 6

33 54 10 3 25 59 14 2 22 13 1 18 60 18 4



TABLE 10

U. OF I. DffLOTCES JOB SATISFACTION STUDY

QUESTION 3: NORACADMIC B(PLOM CROUPS UNIVTISITY-ZOR

DATA EllRESSED AS PICOTS)

Officials

I. Managers

3, C red to different Jobe in my

unit or dtportmenr ,

o. 'The iottc e of my loh is

eel recognized.

b. I gtt full credit for the

work I do.

ci I am proud of the wor I do.

11 55 27

11 54 3

29 69 2

d. I like the work 1 do. 30 67 3

s. feel ioporten here, 13 57 27

f, I feel oeeded here, 13 64 19

g I feel liked here; 17 71 6

h. 1 feel respected here, 16 74 10

Professional

6 Technical

Office

6 Clerical

Skilled,

Seal-Skilled,

i unskilled

Service

Workers

50 SA A O I ) S4 A V_ _D_ 56 A D SO A A D D

7 12 69 15 4 17 52 25 6 17 56 22 5 17 56 20 7

2 14 58 24 4 15 52 28 5 14 57 23 6 20 52 24 4

0 33 60 7 0 35 53 11 1 38 62 0 0 30 62 8 0

0 29 63 7 1 36 47 15 2 33 65 2 0 26 63 10 1

3 10 56 26 8 16 45 32 1 11 52 29 6 18 47 27 8

4 14 63 19 A 21 56 18 5 12 64 18 6 2295

0 19 74 7 0 26 65 8 1 18 75 5 2 22 70 4 4

0 13 12 12 3 22 ?2 15 1 19 12 3 15 72 7 6

62



TABLE 11

U. Or 1, EMPLOYEES JOS SATISFACTION STUDY

QUESTIONS 4 AND 5: ACADENIC VS. NONACADEMIC MOUS 11 CAMS

(PCA MEM AS PEWS)

Moat of oy oo-workera

bere art

a. Iotolligeot

b. Friendly

o. Coztetent

d. Cooperative

MY boss (Mom, ouper .

vioori cm) here is

4. 414e4t

b. Ea

O, COOpetent

d. Cooperative

Urbana=Champaign__ _ebiop mak_ Hedioni Center Universitroi_de

Strongly Strongly Strongly Strongly Strongly Strongly Strops ly smog:

Atadeolc 42 50 3 0 35 61 4 0 40 57 2 1 41 56 3 0

Nonacademic 19 76 4 1 23 62 11 4 25 65 8 2 22 70 6 2

Total 31 65 3 1 31 61 6 2 32 61 5 2 31 63 5 1

Academic 36 60 4 0 33 58 7 2 34 59 5 2 34 59 6 1

Nonacademic 25 73 2 0 22 68 8 2 10 65 4 1 26 69 4 1

Total 29 65 3 0 29 51 13 2 32 62 5 1 )19 64 5 1

Academic 35 59 6 0 28 59 12 1 31 61 6 2 31 60 8 1

Nonacademic 19 71 10 0 15 59 24 2 22 65 12 1 19 61 13 1

Total 26 66 8 0 24 59 16 1 26 63 10 1 25 64 10 1

Academic 31 60 5 1 26 39 14 1 29 61 9 1 29 60 10 1

Nonacademic 22 67 9 2 14 67 19 0 24 65 10 1 21 67 11 1

Total 26 64 9 1 22. 62 15 1 76 63 10 1 25 63 11 1

Academic 50 41 6 3 49 38 9 4 56 39 3 2 52 39 6 3

Nonacademic 37 54 7 3 48 41 7 4 42 49 7 2 40 50 7 3

Total 42 48 7 3 49 39 8 4 49 44 5 I 46 44 7 3

Acgeoic 46 41 10 3 41 40 12 7 46 44 8 2 , 44 42 10 4

Nonacademic
29 53 14 4 35 45 17 3 33 52 14 1 31 51 15

Total 36 48 12 4 39 41 14 6 39 48 11 2 30 46 12 4

Academlo 47 42 $ 3 43 40 11 6 49 41 8 2 46 41 9 4

Nonacademic 34 52 12 2 40 49 0 3 39 51 8 2 36 51 10 3 -

Total 39 46 10 , 3 42 43 10 5 44 ' 46 8 2 42 46 9 3

Academic 45 43 9 3 43 42 11 4 47 43 8 2 45 43 9 3

Nonacadelle 29 57 11 3 36 52 10 , 2 35 51 12 2 32 54 11 3 .

Total 36 51 10 3 41 45 11 3 41 47 10 2 39 48 10 3

ma,

63
64



TABLE 12

U. OF I. alma Es JOB SATISFACTION SEM

QUESTIONS 4 MD 5; ACADEMIC FRLOYEES GROUPS UNIVERSITT-WIDE

(DATA EXPRESSED AS PERCErS)

Facu Int ft-tenured Faculty
Acadetain 1Fee Grou

Profesainala Graduate
Tenured

Mnintant
StranglyA reLA ree Din reeig_g11681Strongly Strongly Strongly Strongly Strongly Strongly 5trong1 !

Atgren

Km of my co-caorkers

h=le are

_Diem!

a. Intelligent 46 50 3 1 42 54 4 a 35 63 2 0 39 57 4

6. Friendly 33 60 5 2 35 56 8 1 35 61 4 0 14 $9 $

C. Cmpotent 33 57 6 2 35 57 9 1 30 62 8 0 30 62 8 0

d. Coopgrative

boa (Caitlin, Super
ein.) here

a. Hoest

28

51

60

38

10

7

2

4

29

51

58

39

12

6

1

4

29

50

62

40

0

8

1

2

28

54

61

39

10

4

1

3

b. Fair 43 41 11 5 46 40 9 5 42 42 13 47 45 6 2

C. Gowen 45 41 9 5 46 40 10 4 43 41 11 5 52 43 4 1

d. CoinrAtivc 43 41 11 5 46 43 9 2 45 40 10 5 45 46 7

65



TABLE 13

U. OF I. EMPLOYEES JOB SATISFACTION STUDY

QUESTIONS 4 AND 5: NONACADEMIC EMPLOYEES CROUPS UNIVERSITY.WIDE

(DATA EXPRESSED AS PERCENTS)

Officials

Managers

SA 0 SD

4. Most of my co-workers

here are

a. Intelligent

b. Friendly

c; Competent

d, Cooperative

5._ My boss (Chairman, Super-

visor, etc.) here is

a, Honest

b. Fair

c. Competent

d. Cooperative

22 73 4 1

24 71 4 1

15 69 16 0

18 70 11 1

375373

27 55 16 2

33 52 13 2

27 59 12 2

Nonacademic Emilo e Orouo

Professional

& Technical

Office

& Clerical

Skilled,

& Unskilled

Service

Workers

SA II SA :A 0 SD D SD

26 65 9 0 27 62 7 4 17 78 4 1 16 71 4

27 71 1 1 28 65 7 0 23 73 4 0 28 68

21 64 15 0 22 61 15 2 20 71 0 17 76 6 1

22 65 12 1 26 61 12 1 1 21 69 9 1 17 11 11 1

42 50 2 434773 38 53 7 2 42 46 7 5

34 49 15 2 35 43 19 3 25 60 11 4 38 47 10 5

38 49 11 2 46 45 7 2 29 58 4 38 51 10 1

30 60 1 44 40 "14 2 25 59 11 , 5 35 53 10 2

67



TABLE 14

U. OF I, MOTHS JOB SATISFAMOS srm

QUESTIORS 6, NAND 716: ACADEMIC VS. NONACAMIC EMELOVRES 111 CAMPUS

(DATA MESSED AS =NIP

Urbana-_Chanpaift_

Union ir vide

ory Very Wry .
Very

Very Very Very

Ade Late gsk inadetil Insdegt

tircl Medical Con er

Ad! iey Isadeq. Weil; MAURO AA!. _late& JP,Idiql Adequate PIS Ioad5! IHtt

In general, do you think Academic 15 62 16 7 9 65 21 5 20 66 11 3 14 64 17 5

that the info-nation you rO. Nonseadevic 25 62 11 2 14 60 19 7 18 57 20 5 21 60 15 4

etive fro: newsletters, bul- Total

letin boards, and bulletins

21 67 13 4 10 63 71 6 19 61 16 4 17 02 16 5

d4;:: chino related to the

job (retire:ent, fringe

benefit..., etc.) is

Unir! of Eoewhere Wouldn't Deis. of Somewhere Wouldn't Univ, of Somwhore Wouldo't iloill of Somewhere Wouldn't

Illinois Else_ Work Illinois Else Work Illinois nee Work Milian Else , Work

,

,

, Jf you really had a choice, Academic 62 35 3 53 46 1 71 ,28 1 62 36 2

would you profor to work At HOORAdOgic 79 18, 3 64 34 2 84 15 1 11 20 2

the Colversity of !Moots Total 72 25 3 56 42 2 78 21 1 70 26 2

or somewhere else?

Same Kind Different Wouldn't Same lind Different Wouldn't Same fled Different Wouldn't Same Kind Different Wouldn't

of Job Aind of Work of Job Kind of Wort of Job 1104 of Wort of Joh Kind of Work

...----.
Job Job _ Job Job _

. If you really had a choice, Acadinio

would you prefer the same Nonacademic

kiod of Job you now have Total

Or 1 different kind of job1 i

69

71 28 1 75 24 1 76 23 1 74

67 31 2 63 36 1 69 30 1 67

66 30 2 71 28 1 72 77 1 70

25 I

32 1

29 1



TABLE 15

. U. OF I. EXPIOYEES JOB SATISFACTION MDT

QUISTION$ 6, 2e, AND 7b: ADADEEIC NOM ODDS UNIVERSITT.VIDE

(DATA EXPRESSED AS PERCENTS)

la general, do you thilk that the Leforoa-

tioo you receive frog newsletters, bul-

letin boards, and bulletins about things

related co the job (retirenent, fringe

benefits, etc.) is .

Aeadenit

Vc.

kiclig!

Tenured It tim-tewred fool

Very

Afti,

tofensionals

Very

Adequate Adgqi_ MIJN

Very

Ina*.

_. _
Graduate

Very .

Advivgte

Assistants
.Facu

41'9, 1!!iltq,

Very

ho4e'D

Very .

Akilt tf.itt IRill

Very

4 U.1 Iva*. 1O4doll

20 64 13 3 17 63 15 5 13 66 11 4 6 64 22 B

Univ. of Somewhere Wouldn't Daly, of Somewhere Wouldn't Univ. of Somewhere Wouldn't Univi of Sooewhere Woulder

Illinois Fine Work Illinois Elle__. Work Illinois Else Wotk Illinois Else Work _

If you really had a choice, vould you 60 39 1 60 38 2 70 28, 2 57 42 ' 1

'prefer to work at the Vuiversity of

Illinois or sonevhere elie?

Same Lod Different Wouldn't Same Kind Different Wouldn't Saxe Kind Different Wouldn't Saae liid Different Wouldn't.

of Job Kind of Work of Job Kind of Wotk of Job Kind of , Work of Job lind of ; Work

Job Job .-.
! i

Jab Job---=
,

If you really had a ehoiee, would you 89 10 1 81 19 01 75 20 1 46 53 ' 1 )

;refer Cie sue kind of job you now have

Of 4 different kind of job?

71



TABLE 16

U. OF 1, MOMS JOB SATISFACTION Ma

OSSIION3 6, 7a, AND lb: NONACADEMIC EMPLOYEES GROUPS UN ITY-VIDE

(DhTA EXPRESSED AS PERCENTS)

In general, do you think that the intorno- 14 63 18 5

tin you receive from newsletters, bul-

letin boards, and bulletins about things

related to the job (retirement, fringe

btoefirs, etc.) Is .

Nonacademic _Employee Croup

Officials Professional Office Skilled

aad end ood Semi-skilled ded

Nanasets Technical Clerical Unskilled

Very Very Very Very Very Very Very Very

Adell Adeq... 'sad. ;tad. Adeq. Adsql had. lead. lieq. At. had._ had.. Lt1 Ind._ hod.

Service

Workers

Very Very

Aclej load. Ined.

19 62 15 4 23 61 13 3 26 9 12 3 21 53 22 4

Univ. Somewhere Wouldn't Univ. Somewhere Wouldn't

of III. Else Work of Ill, Elee Work

If you really had a choice, would you

prefer to work at the UniversitY of 80

Illinois or somewhere else?

If you really had 4 tboiot, would you

prefer the site kiod of joh you OM have

or a different kind of job?

UniV. Somewhere Wouldt't Univ. Somewhere Wouldn't Univ. Somewhere Wouldn't

of III. Else Work

18 2 71 25 4 68 29 3

Same Diff.

Kind Elt4

of Job of Job

Wouldn't Same WU. Wouldn't Sae Diff, Wouldn't

Work Kind Kind. Work Kind Kind Vori

of Job of_Job of Job af Job_

75 24 1 $3 34 3 56 42

af I11. Elat Wotb of Ill! Eat

81 12 1 66 13

Sao

rind

Diff,

Rind

Wouldn't

Work

Sam

Kind

DIU.

lind

of Job of Job of Job of Job

83 11 0 48 51

Work

Youldn' L

Work

73
74


